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CONCLUSION 

We recommend that the PDCP seek reimbursement for disallowed charges as billed by the 
CAC during fiscal years 2004/2005 and 2005/2006 totaling $2,383.  In addition, on a go 
forward basis, the CAC should use the actual employee pay rates to bill the program, 
maintain adequate supporting documentation to bill direct costs to the program, and calculate 
the state and county vehicle usage to bill the program, in accordance with the requirements of 
the contract and Title 2 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 225, Cost Principles for 
State, Local, and Indian Tribe Governments (2 CFR 225). 
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AUDIT OF PIERCE’S DISEASE CONTROL CONTRACT 

REPORTABLE CONDITIONS 

EMPLOYEE PAY RATES 
A review of the County payroll documents and billing records revealed that the CAC did not 
use actual hourly rates when seeking reimbursement from the PDCP for its personnel 
services costs.  The CAC billed permanent staff at an average wage rate as established in the 
work plan and as incorporated into the contract, rather than at each employee’s actual hourly 
rate as specified within payroll records.   
According to Title 2 in the Code of Federal Regulations Part 225, “Cost Principles for State 
and Local Governments”, (2 CFR 225), charges to Federal awards for salaries and wages will 
be based on payrolls documented in accordance with the generally accepted practice of the 
governmental unit.  Additionally, budget estimates or other distribution percentages 
determined before the services were performed do not qualify as support for charges to 
Federal awards.   
The average wage rate established in the work plan is a weighted average rate for the entire 
department.  While the average wage rate is acceptable for budget purposes, 2 CFR 225 and 
the contract require the actual pay rate be used for reimbursement of personnel service costs. 
The use of these rates caused the CAC to invoice the PDCP for less costs than the amount it 
actually incurred.  Additionally, on a going forward basis, the CAC should comply with 2 
CFR 225 regarding billing rates. 

Recommendation 

 1. The CAC should comply with 2 CFR 225 by ensuring the hourly rate billed to the 
PDCP reflects the employee’s actual hourly rate rather than the weighted average rate 
for the department. 

LACK OF SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION  
For the 2004/2005 and 2005/2006 fiscal years, the CAC invoiced a total of $1,350 for 
general office and field supplies.  These expenses were invoiced at a rate of $75 per month.  
However, no supporting documentation, such as invoices or receipts, was provided to 
substantiate these charges.  2 CFR 225 indicates that the cost be adequately documented and 
the cost is ordinary and necessary for the performance of the contract.  Without the 
supporting documents, we are unable to determine whether the items or services billed to 
PDCP supported the performance of the contracts; therefore, these costs are disallowed. For 
fiscal year 2006/2007, the CAC costs exceeded the contract; therefore, no reimbursement to 
the state will result.      
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Recommendations 

2. The CAC should reimburse the PDCP $1,350 for the unsupported costs for general 
office and field supplies. 

3. The CAC should comply with 2 CFR 225 and ensure that all costs submitted for 
reimbursements are adequately supported with detailed accounting records.  This will 
mitigate the possibility of the State disallowing any claimed costs by the CAC in the 
future. 

REIMBURSEMENT FOR VEHICLE MILEAGE  
The CAC was reimbursed $2,123 in fiscal year 2004/2005 and $2,423 in fiscal year 
2005/2006 for vehicle operation costs, using two mileage rates: $0.17 for state vehicles and 
$0.34 for county vehicles.  Although the total miles driven in support of PDCP was verified 
to adequate supporting documentation, the distinction between state and county vehicles was 
not billed properly.  The CAC accounting records indicate state vehicle usage to be 3,212 
miles driven in fiscal year 2004/2005 and 3,954 miles driven in fiscal year 2005/2006, 
resulting in $1,033 over-billing of vehicle costs.   As stated above, fiscal year 2006/2007 
CAC costs exceeded the contract; therefore, no reimbursement to the state will result.  

Recommendations 

4. The CAC should reimburse the PDCP $1,033 for the over-billed vehicle mileage costs 
for state vehicles. 

5. The CAC should meet the requirements of the contract and 2 CFR 225 by properly 
distinguishing state and county vehicles mileage usage.  This will mitigate the 
possibility of the State disallowing vehicle costs by the CAC in the future. 
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CDFA EVALUATION OF RESPONSE 

A draft copy of this report was forwarded to the management of the San Benito County 
Agricultural Commissioner, Hollister, California, for its review and response.  We have 
reviewed the response and it addresses the findings contained in this report.   
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DISPOSITION OF AUDIT RESULTS 

The findings in this audit report are based on fieldwork that my staff performed between 
February 25, 2008 and February 27, 2008.  My staff met with management on February 27, 
2008 to discuss the findings and recommendations, as well as other issues.  
This audit report is intended solely for the information of the California Department of Food 
and Agriculture and the County Agricultural Commissioner.  However, this report is a matter 
of public record and its distribution is not limited. 
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REPORT DISTRIBUTION 

 
Number Recipient 

 
1  Agricultural Commissioner 
 
2  State Coordinator, Pierce’s Disease Control Program 
 

         1  Liaison, County/State Relations 
 
         1  Chief Counsel, CDFA Legal Office 
 

1  Chief, Audit Office 
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